A modified Delphi method has allowed the authors to provide a description of how a group of stakeholders defines and understands the concept of predatory publishers (journals). The respondent characteristics show that the majority of responders come from English speaking countries what might be an important factor in this study. However, the authors are fully aware of it and present this as a limitation of the study.
In my opinion-based on my own studies exactly in this topic-this paper can be published as it is, because it provides a new and interesting perspective on a challenging task of understanding the current scholarly communication landscape.
REVIEWER
Maria Kowalczuk Springer Nature, United Kingdom GENERAL COMMENTS This is an important and timely study presenting the methodology and process used to create a consensus definition of predatory journals and publishers, and consensus on the best approaches in developing educational outreach and policy initiatives as well as technological solutions to address the problems posed by predatory and other low quality journals.
A good definition of what constitutes predatory publishing is sorely needed to create consistent guidance and guidelines to prevent publication in predatory journals. I appreciate the efforts of the authors to reach different relevant stakeholders and groups that would contribute to developing this definition.
Predatory publishers/journals will no doubt attempt to adapt to any definition or checklist, so the checklist may need to evolve in time. It is extremely useful that this paper identifies the need to create a 'one-stop-shop' website with information on the topic and a 'predatory journal research observatory' to identify ongoing research and analysis about predatory journals and publishers.
The authors group together predatory and low-quality journals, which is a good choice because it may be very difficult to tell the difference between these two groups. The survey participants felt that important efforts should be made to differentiate between predatory journals and journals of very low quality. However in practice this may be quite challenging as there may not be a straightforward method of establishing the intent behind a journal: whether a journal was set up to deceive or it is legitimate but under resourced.
The authors have only considered open access journals as potentially predatory, however the subscription model is not immune to deception. Subscription journals do not charge APCs but they may use the predatory model by charging other types of fees (submission fees, colour charges, page charges, cover image fees, supplementary materials fees etc).
I suggest a few minor revisions to the manuscript:
1. The abstract does not mention the 198 participants invited to Round 1 of the survey.
2. The methods section needs to provide more detail on how the participants were recruited and how the groups participating in Round 1 and 2-3 were related: a. What is snowball and purposive sampling? b. How many of the invited 198 authors participated in the survey? c. Are the 45 experts a subgroup of the 198? Is there overlap between these groups? d. Who are patient-partners and what makes them relevant stakeholders?
3. Sections "Characteristics that differentiate between predatory and legitimate journals", "Markers or distinguishing features that differentiate between predatory and legitimate journals" and "Empirically derived data that differentiate between predatory and legitimate journals" contain lists of items. I suggest to present the information in the form of numbered points to make them easier to read.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer: 1 Reviewer Name: Emanuel Kulczycki Institution and Country: Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznań, Poland Please state any competing interests or state 'None declared': None declared Please leave your comments for the authors below I found this paper well-structured and it was a pleasure to read so clearly presented study. Moreover, the manuscript is well situated in the field and ongoing discussions on the role of predatory journals and publishers.
We thank the reviewer for their kind comments. Please leave your comments for the authors below This is an important and timely study presenting the methodology and process used to create a consensus definition of predatory journals and publishers, and consensus on the best approaches in developing educational outreach and policy initiatives as well as technological solutions to address the problems posed by predatory and other low quality journals.
Reviewer
We thank the reviewer for their comments and suggestions.
As per the reviewer's suggestion we have incorporated this point into the abstract.
"Participants: Through snowball and purposive sampling of targeted experts, we identified 45 noted experts in predatory journals and journalology. The international group included funders, academics and representatives of academic institutions, librarians and information scientists, policy makers, journal editors, publishers, researchers involved in studying predatory journals, legitimate journals, and patient-partners. In addition, 198 authors of articles discussing predatory journals were invited to participate in round 1. round 1 and 45 in rounds 2 and 3) participated the survey on predatory journals and publishers…."
Results: A total of 115 individuals (107 in

2.
The methods section needs to provide more detail on how the participants were recruited and how the groups participating in Round 1 and 2-3 were related: a.
What is snowball and purposive sampling?
Purposive sampling is selective sampling where we used our judgement to identify key stakeholders to participate in the Delphi. We then asked our initial, purposively selected participants to identify additional stakeholders to participate in the survey (i.e. 'snowball sampling'). Both are common terms for sampling strategies, and we have now provided additional explanation in the Methods section.
"We used a purposive sampling strategy to first identify experts and stakeholders in this field of study (i.e. we used our judgement and knowledge of the literature in this area to identify key stakeholders.) Those that agreed to participate were then asked identify other relevant stakeholders (i.e. 'snowball' sampling). Through this sampling strategy we identified 45 stakeholders and noted experts in predatory journals and journalology to participate in the Delphi process and to attend our Predatory Summit."
b. How many of the invited 198 authors participated in the survey?
Of the 198 invited authors, 72 completed the survey. The details of these responses are referenced in the results section, under the heading "Comparing round 1 results between groups 1 and 2". We refer specifically to the results of the 198 authors (group 1) in the OSF link (https://osf.io/sry9w/). In the results we have provided all the details for the number of participants at each stage of the Delphi.
"Authors (group 1): A previous scoping review identified 344 articles that discussed predatory journals9. From these articles, we identified the corresponding authors, removed any duplicates, extracted author contact information, removed any authors whose contact information was not available, and sent an invitation to the remaining 198 authors to complete round 1 of our survey. Of the 198 invited authors, 72 completed the survey."
c.
Are the 45 experts a subgroup of the 198? Is there overlap between these groups?
Within the 198 authors approached there was no overlap as we eliminated those that had been identified through our purposive and snowball sampling strategies. This detail has now been added to the Methods section.
"From these articles, we identified the corresponding authors, removed any duplicates, removed those that were members of group 2 (described below), extracted author contact information, removed any authors whose contact information was not available, and sent an invitation to the remaining 198 authors to complete round 1 of our survey."
d.
Who are patient-partners and what makes them relevant stakeholders?
The patient partners are named in the acknowledgements section of this manuscript. They are also co-authors on the final definition paper -Laurie Proulx and Marvelous Muchenje (PMID: 31827288).
Since patients are consumers of medical information we believed it was imperative to have their viewpoints represented in this process. In our final definition paper (PMID: 31827288), we have outlined a specific case of how information published in predatory journals can affect patients and their care. This is pasted below for the reviewer's interest.
"When 'Jane' turned to alternative medicine, she had already exhausted radiotherapy, chemotherapy and other standard treatments for breast cancer. Her alternative-medicine practitioner shared an article about a therapy involving vitamin infusions. To her and her practitioner, it seemed to be authentic grounds for hope. But when Jane showed the article to her son-in-law (one of the authors of this Comment), he realized it came from a predatory journalmeaning its promise was doubtful and its validity unlikely to have been vetted."
We have now clarified this point in the current manuscript.
Revised "Patient and Public Involvement" subsection:
Since patients are the ultimate consumers of biomedical information, we felt it was critical to incorporate their opinions into this consensus process. Two patient partners were identified through their participation as partners in other (unrelated) research projects. Prior to the Delphi, they were given one-on-one educational sessions with the investigative team leads, as well as supplemental reading material. The patient partners participated in all three rounds of the Delphi."
3.
Sections "Characteristics that differentiate between predatory and legitimate journals", "Markers or distinguishing features that differentiate between predatory and legitimate journals" and "Empirically derived data that differentiate between predatory and legitimate journals" contain lists of items. I suggest to present the information in the form of numbered points to make them easier to read.
We have numbered these lists as per the reviewer's comments.
